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Response dated September 4, 2009 

vt ' > v 1 >! if J Mi v - _ ) 

REMARKS 

Claims I and 3-4 pendin ( hos ns. c 1 s - 1 2 8 1 
22 and 25-43 are withdrawn. 

Revocation of. Power of Attorney with New Power 

«: e of i 'oi re\p ondenee A ddress 

\pp!i< am d a Revoa >wev w f i 

< it t < P W l S D N v j« it 

i] o s "> f o i. v 1 i i ^ i u> s I ) i i v nu 

e i i i, t > i ( In 

feet, the USPTO PAIR website still reflects the former attorney names and 
u»i ^ i i t address and does not indicate 0 new attorneys < correspondence 
address of record. Applicants respeetluliy request that the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office communicate the stains of the Revocation to the undersigned in the 
.next communication. 

THE REJECTIONS 
35 U , . • ._ 

Claims L 6-8, 1 U 19-20 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 
cO c , a s J:e^cd.iv s. _ i te Specified!!), die Examiner stales that the 

^ i V. v i *. t e i.e la ^ , . 10 a jNcia^de 
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Appl. No. 10/807,449 

Response Jateci September 4, 2009 

in response to Office Action dated March 4. 2009 

iherapeuhe saNtaae* In ik- i exams which is it i^u'. vhth * ^tnn'i usage 
of the icrpi in the an Applicants respecth.bb traverse. 

1 Specific { .-.ii 

1 w U K l s OiOs! 

a xi x i t •> ^ p j "o i ■> 1 > 2<> nev -> >i c 1 o *xl 

39. line K s •. i'he ^peeiikatkn iur her pa>\ ides hist b\ sunder ceils dmj be .xaobincc 
with the auUt i , ^ i u^ t < k <x <. ^ ^ ^ > i ks *> 2i l The 
speuhvaU 1 

m s (i ». v\ ks u v u a i u t it .est 

one additional cancer therapeutic agent (expressed by the same or a diObrenl ceil line) to 
a patient w hi ^ . \ . <\>- v w ie.i -Tji't cane 

>e to „ f u ui < i <. na> ^ ins i in ! 
pre vides a clear clefinh the tet slander c i cat eqiu: hat ti 

Examiner withdraw the rejection. 

35 U.S.C. 102(a) and ( e) 

_ ^ P___ _ 

Claims 1, 4, 6-8. 10. I I, 19-20, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 
§§ 102(a) and 102(e) over US Patent Publication 2003/0035790 ' ( >kr< , Specifically, 
hebo eoi i aide? pp< e ! v< sistei 

ff k v v> * i i h s i an alkgaxk 

cells" reters to ceils which are genetically distinct from those of the patient and that Chen 

scioses t it ee } Bed in their therapeutic ethcx e obtained fro ] 

co d b) < d oi eu live w i ch sugges - tht i these cells ire ; logenek \ppiic nils 
respectfully traverse. 
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Appi. No. !OA<?07,449 

Response dated September ! ° 

first as discussed abo\ e. applicants subrai that the term "bystander cells" 
j e v j aid one o 4 i he emuld under; id the 

meaning of the term as used in the present invention. 

i ' t 1 \ w j-v u , s 1 <. > . s cd from 

i , k J oo J i. \ be n^c 1 t v : > >. - s < 

teach eavh and e\ er> limitation of :h>. instant ekams. 'the instant claims recite 
administering a cytokinc-expressing cellular vaccine comprising proliferation- 
incompetent tumor ccfh faar e\rm \.<V-C Ni wherein the tumor cells arc selected from 
no emu>u s ^ < ml h s; ir< e cell ' c e 

nbihe < >• f . iver are not proliferation-incompetent tumor ceils that 
mpescAie 4 - ' <. i „h . \\ On it - a<m>i ue 

intratumoralSy with an adenovirus expressing mGM-CSF tsce. e.g.. Example 1 0 > or 
implanting MCA26 tumor sells into the left lobe of the liver and then subsequently 

jeeiii s s ! £ v xampls 

11). Chen does no teach or sugg 11 1 it t v s 1 expres 

GM-CSF, wherein the tumor cells are selected from the group consisting of allogeneic 

1 ii mIhi tn t ' i m , n v v v i 'Itnn 
limitation of the claims. 

In view of the above remarks, applicant* respectful!) req uest that the 
! \ t V" w t .deao t .s o.a a\ 
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Kmxhsv ..fee VpU.--- - 2 V') 

in response io Office Actio:; dated March 4. 2009 

35 USC $101 - Nonstatutory Double Patenting 
K a ^ ' s> ■ 

Claim 1.4,6-8 0.1 19-2! 7 \ 24 are ps ected undei 

the judicially-created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as allegedly being 
r o ' < v i\l " i-^j 1 • 1 e 

\ t >P i C \ L 't S - \ S < < „t st i ')(„ boli* . ti O ~il CO Bill 

this application or copending application 10/404.662 is allowed. At that time, applicants 

^ md proper. 



CONCLUSION 

1 < t goies i ipl J -. c Examine? 

>s»: "h swiom^ f ^ , ji J ' I't.K i p. v' di el b„ 
Examiner believes thai a telephone conference would expedite allowance of this 
„eH cr* on 'v oi eetokkp* f i 



Respectful I y submitted. 



/CONNIE WONG/ 



James F. Haley. Jr. (Reg. No. 27,794} 
i ounie \\ np No 62.901; 
Attorneys for Applicants 

Ri PI S & OR \Y 1 1 P 
(Customer No. 1473} 
1211 Avenue of die Americas 
New York, New York 10036 
Telephone (212) 596-9000 
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